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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The amendment and formal drawings filed on May 9, 2005 have been entered. 
Accordingly: 

Claims 6, 7, 20 and 29 have been amended; and 
Claim 24 has been cancelled. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1-4, 6-8, 10-12, 15, 17-19, 28, 30-32, 34-36, 38-40, and 43 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Mochizuki (US Patent No.: 6,386,720 
B1), 

Regarding claims 1-4, 6-8, 10-12, 15, 17-19, 28, 30-32, 34-36, 38-40, and 43, 
Mochizuki ('720 B1) discloses a system (Figure 5) comprising: 

a group of lamps - mounted on two end sides of the substrate 1- including 
different color light emitting diodes (LEDs) 5-n (Figure 5, column 3, lines 
62-64); and a rectangular light guide 1 spreading the light over larger area 
(Figure 5, column 3, lines 20 and 35-37); 
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a control unit 1000 capable of driving the colors of the LEDs 5-n in 

response to video signal (Figure 5, column 4, lines 61-64); 

the lamps including a housing 4 (Figure 5, column 3, lines 54-58); 

the LEDs 5-n mounted on a circuit board - the combination of elements 

8, 1 0 and 1 1 - (Figure 5, column 4, lines 4-1 1 ); 

the lamps, including LEDs 5-n - being a grid of lamps (Figure 5); a diffuser 
plate - integrally moulded with the light guide substrate 1 - the diffuser 
plate increasing the contrast of the colors (Figure 5, column 4, lines 21- 
24); 

the light from the LEDs 5-n going into end side surfaces of the light guide 
1 , and coming out the front of the light guide 1 (Figure 1 , column 3, lines 
17-24); 

the light guide 1 including light reflecting facets (Figure 5, column 4, lines 
23-27); 

the light guide extending out from the base - one of the end side surfaces 
bearing LEDs 5-n being interpreted as the base - (Figure 5); and 
a frame 4 - element 1 1 - holding the group of lamps 5-n (Figure 3, column 
4, lines 5 and 6). 

4. Claims 28, 29 and 45-47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Brown (US Patent No.: 5,184,114). 

Regarding claim 28, Brown ('1 14) discloses a system (Figure 7) comprising: 
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a group of lamps 18 each including different color light emitting diodes 40 
(Figures 1-3 and 7, column 4, lines 13-17 and 34, and column 5, lines 55- 
573, lines 62-64); 

the group of lamps 18 each including a light guide 58 spreading the light 

over larger area (Brown, Figure 3, column 5, lines 1-3); 

a control unit 1 00 capable of adjusting the intensity of the LEDs 40 (Figure 

8, column 5, lines 58-68, and column 6, lines 1 and 2); 

a video processor 102 capable of providing video signals to the control 

unit 100 (Figure 8, column 5, lines 58-68, and column 6, lines 1 and 2); 

and 

the control unit 100 using subset of the pixels 18, determined by address 
information, in the video signal (Figure 8, column 6, lines 3-10). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mochizuki 
(US Patent No.: 6,386,720 B1) in view of Puttman (Video Systems; March 2002; pp: 36- 



43) hereinafter referred as Puttman. 
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Mochizuki (720 B1) discloses a system comprising a group of lamps - mounted 
on two end sides of the light guide 1- the lamps including different color light emitting 
diodes (LEDs) linearly spaced on the end sides. However, Mochizuki (720 B1) does not 
specifically teach the pitch between LED lamps being greater than 20mm. 

On the other hand, Puttman teaches a display system including a plurality of 
LEDs spaced at the pitch greater than 20mm (page 4, column 2, second paragraph). 

It would be have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the display system of Mochizuki (720 B1) by providing the LED 
spacing greater than 20mm as taught by Puttman for benefit and advantage of long 
viewing distance for the display. 

7. Claims 9 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mochizuki (US Patent No.: 6,386,720 B1) in view of Lekson et al. (US Patent No.: 
6,305,813 B1). 

Regarding claims 9 and 37, dependent on claims 1 and 28 respectively, 
Mochizuki (720 B1 ) discloses a system comprising a group of lamps - mounted on two 
end sides of the light guide - the lamps including different color light emitting diodes 
(LEDs) linearly spaced on the end sides. However, Mochizuki (720 B1) does not teach 
the light guide including a collimator. 

On the other hand, Lekson et al. ('813 B1) discloses a display device 10 (Figure 
1 ) comprising a light guide 20 optically coupled to a collimator 32 (Figure 1 , column 2, 
lines 59-61, and column 3, lines 66 and 67). 
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It would be have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the display system of Mochizuki (720 B1) by the collimator optically 
coupling it to the guide light as taught by Lekson et al. ('81 3 B1 ) for benefit and 
advantage of efficient distribution of light through the light guide. 

8. Claims 13, 14, 41 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mochizuki (US Patent No.: 6,386,720 B1) in view of Tokunaga (US 
Patent No.: 5,375,043). 

Regarding claims 13 and 14, dependent on claims 1 and 13 respectively, and 
claims 41 and 42, dependent on claims 28 and 41 respectively, Mochizuki (720 B1 ) 
discloses a system comprising a group of lamps - mounted on two end sides of the light 
guide - including different color light emitting diodes (LEDs) linearly spaced on the end 
sides. However, Mochizuki (720 B1 ) does not teach the light guide forming a bulb with 
a center cavity for each of the LEDs. 

On the other hand, Tokunaga ('043) discloses a lighting unit (Figure 1) 
comprising a light guide 1 forming a bulb with a center cavity receiving each of the LEDs 
2a-2d - embedded in the light guide 1 - (Figure 1 , column 2, lines 21 and 46-48). 

It would be have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the display system of Mochizuki (720 B1 ) by proving the light guide 
having the LEDs embedded init as taught by Tokunaga ('043) for benefit and advantage 
of efficient incidence and transmission of the light emitted by the LEDs. 

9. Claims 16 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mochizuki (US Patent No.: 6,386,720 B1). 
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Regarding claims 16 and 44, dependent on claims 15 and 43 respectively, 
Mochizuki (720 B1) discloses a system comprising a group of lamps held by a frame. 
However, Mochizuki (720 B1) does not teach an additional frame containing another 
group of lamps. 

It would be have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the lighting system of Mochizuki (720 B1 ) by providing more than 
one frame containing a lamps in groups for additional light flux for brighter illumination, 
since it has been held that mere duplication of the essential working parts of a device 
involves only routine skill in the art. 

10. Claims 20-25, 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Brown (US Patent No.: 5,184,1 14) in view Puttman (Video Systems; March 2002; 
pp: 36-43) hereinafter referred as Puttman. 

The prior art Puttman included in the IDS filed on November 3, 2003. 
Regarding claim 20, Brown ( 4 1 14) discloses a system (Figure 7) comprising: 

a group of lamps 18 each including different color light emitting diodes 40 
(Figures 1-3 and 7, column 4, lines 13-17 and 34, and column 5, lines 55- 
573, lines 62-64); 

a control unit 102 driving the colors of the LEDs 40 (Figure 8, column 5, 
lines 58-68, and column 6, lines 1 and 2); and 

the LEDs 40 being placed at close interval depending on the size of array 
of LEDs for a pre-determined size of a pixel (Figure 7, column 2, lines 21- 
27). 
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However, Brown ('114) does not specifically teach the pitch between LED lamps 
being greater than 20mm. 

On the other hand, Puttman teaches a display system including a plurality of 
LEDs spaced at the pitch greater than 20mm (page 4, column 2, second paragraph) 

It would be have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the display system of Brown ('114) by providing the LED spacing 
greater than 20mm as taught by Puttman for benefit and advantage of long viewing 
distance for the display. 

Regarding claims 21-25, Brown ('1 14) in view of Puttman discloses the system 
further including: 

a light guide 58 spreading the light over larger area (Brown, Figure 3, column 5, 
lines 1-3), and light from different colored LEDs mixing in the light guide 58 (Brown, 
. Figure 3, column 4, lines 3-6); 

the lamps 1 8 being grid of lamps (Brown, Figure 7); 

as best understood, the different colored LEDs 40 being of large size 

LEDs adapted for greater than 20mm pitch (Puttman, page 4, column 2, 

second paragraph); and 

the LEDs 40 clustered on a lamp 1 8 being driven with the same signal to 
create a single pixel (Figure 8, column 4, lines 16-20, column 6, lines 3-10 
and 16-20). 
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Regarding claim 33, dependent on Claim 28, Brown ('1 14) discloses a system 
(Figure 7) comprising LEDs being placed at close interval depending on the size of 
array of LEDs for a pre-determined size of a pixel. 

However, Brown ('114) does not specifically teach the pitch between LED lamps 
being greater than 20mm. 

On the other hand, Puttman teaches a display system including a plurality of 
LEDs spaced at the pitch greater than 20mm (page 4, column 2, second paragraph) 

It would be have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the display system of Brown ('114) by providing the LED spacing 
greater than 20mm as taught by Puttman for benefit and advantage of long viewing 
distance of the display. 

1 1 . Claims 26 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Brown (US Patent No.: 5,184,1 14) in view Puttman (Video Systems; March 2002; 
pp: 36-43) as applied to claim 20 above, and further in view of Sheu et al. (US Patent 
No.: 6,522,066). 

Regarding claims 26 and 27, Brown ('114) in view of Puttman discloses a display 
system comprising a plurality of lamps each having a pixel with LEDs emitting different 
color light. However, neither combined nor individual teaching of Brown ('114) and 
Puttman specifically discloses the LEDs being either polymer LEDs or organic LEDs. 

On the other hand, Sheu et al. ('066) discloses pixel structure for display device, 
and the pixel structure using organic LEDs or polymer LEDs (Abstract, column 2, lines 
46-49). 
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Regarding Claim 26, it would be have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to modify the display system of Brown ('114) in view of 
Puttman by providing the organic LED for benefit and advantage high intensity light - as 
compare to the polymer LEDs - emitted by a compact light source operating at high 
energy efficiency for display panels. 

Regarding Claim 27, it would be have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to modify the display system of Brown ('1 14) in view of 
Puttman by providing the polymer LED for benefit and advantage light emitted by a 
compact light source operating at high energy efficiency for display panels. 



Response to Amendment 

12. Applicant's arguments filed on May 9, 2005 with respect to the 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
rejections of claims 1-4, 6-8, 10-12, 15, 17-19, 28-32, 34-36, 38-40, 43 and 45-47;and 
the 35 U.S.C, 103(a) rejections of claims 5, 9, 13, 14, 16, 20-27, 33, 37, 41, 42 and 44 
have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Argument: Regarding claims 1 -4, 6-8, 1 0-1 2, 1 5, 1 7-1 9, 28-32, 34-36, 

38-40, 43 and 45-47, Mochizuki (720 B1) does not discloses a 
control unit which adjusts or drives LEDs in accordance with a 
video signal. 

Response: The limitation " a control unit adapted to drive the colors of 

the lamp in accordance with a video signal" is not a positive 
limitation but only enquires the ability to perform. 
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Mochizuki (720 B1) discloses a system (Figure 5) 
comprising a control unit 1000 capable of driving the colors of the 
LEDs 5-n in response to video signal (Figure 5, column 4, lines 61- 
64). In addition, Mochizuki (720 B1) teaches the controller 1000 
adjusting the luminance each of the colored LEDs (Figure 5, 
column 4, Iines16-21 and 61-64). 

Argument: Regarding claims 1 and 17-19, Yamazaki et al. (US Patent 

No.: 6,597,348 B1) does not teach an LED backlight receiving the 
video signals. Instead, the LCD panel receives video signals to 
block different portions of the LED backlight. 

Response: The examiner concurs with the applicants understanding of 

Yamazaki et al. (US Patent No.: 6,597,348 B1 ) with respect to the 
limitations. Therefore, this office action does not include Yamazaki 
et al. (US Patent No.: 6,597,348 B1 ) as the prior art for rejections 
of claims 1 and 17-19. 

Argument: Regarding claims 20-25, 26-29, 33, and 45-47; Brown ('114) 

discloses a system including a group of lamps each including a lens 
spreading light on a large area. The lens of the brown's device 
cannot be considered to be a light guide. Therefore Brown neither 
anticipates nor teaches a light guide included in each of the lamps 
as claimed by the applicant. 
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Response: The authoritative Dictionary of IEEE Standard Terms, 

seventh edition; Pub. 2000; defines light guide or optical wave 
guide as "Any structure capable of guiding optical power" 

Based on the above-indicated definition, the lens used in 
Brown' device has been broadly interrelated as light guide. 

Conclusion 

13. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

1 4. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hargobind S. Sawhney whose telephone number is 571 
272 2380. The examiner can normally be reached on 6:15 - 2:45. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sandra O'Shea can be reached on 571 272 2378. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
HSS 



7/12/05 




Primaiy Examiner 



